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The Central Atlantic Payphone Association (IICAPA"), by 1ts

attorney, hereby submits its reply comm~nts in response to the

commission's request for information concerning a proposal to

implement "billed party preference" for interstate calls dialed on

a "0"''' basis. CAPA is a regional trade association which

represents approximately 50 competitive payphone providers who

transact business in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware. CAPA's

membership has a direct and sUbstantial interest 1n the outcome of

this proceeding. CAPA opposes the adoption of a billed party

preference (nappn) routing system for 0+ InterLATA calls as being

neithor necessary nor appropriate for the publio interest.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the intervening five years since BPP was first proposed by

Ameritech, only one thing has become cle~r. BPP is a solution in

search of a prOblem.

In 19$7, Ameritech first proposed the system of BPP. In 1989,

8ell Atlantic filed its petition proposing that all 0+ calls be

routed through the lo.cal exchange carrier ("LEe") in order to avoid

the presubscribed carrier chosen by the payphone owner. Jl(~l
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million;" NYNEX at $96 million1 6 AmoritQch at $81 million;1 and GTE
at $107 million.' AT&T estimates that BPP applied to AT&T's 0+

calls will eos~ over $560 million. 9

Pennsylvania has 40 independent LEes, in addition to Bell

Atlantic and GTE. Costs to these LECs could be extremely

prohibitive. To implement 9PP could require thesG LECs to deploy

Signaling System 17 and Automated Alternated Billing Service

throughout their networks, and to either establish or make a

sharinq arrangement for aLIOS. Accordinq ~o comments filod by

OPASTCO, BPP could cost as much as $600,000 per end office. 1U

These are all cost~ which will needles~ly be passed on to the

consumer in the rorm of higher rates. Maintaining the current

dialed party preference system creates none of these costs.

No perceived benefit of BPP can justify these extreme costs.

III. TECHNOLOCICAL ADVANCES WOULD BE LOST IN THE PAYPHONE
INOUSTRY

Many in the competitive payphone industry have invested in

what are referred to as smart phones. These phones, througn the

use of store and forwarQ technoloqy, essentially perform the

functions of the central offic~. These phones would bo incapable

j Southwestern Bell Comments at 10.

6 NYNEX Comments at 4~5.

"1 Ameritecb Comments at 16.

8 GTB Comment~ at 11.

., AT&:f Supp. Comments at 3.

10 OPASTCO Commentts at 40.2.
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A numb$r of chanqes have occurred since 1987 which render the
B~~ p~QpQsal contrary to current technolaqical, regulatory and

$eaeutory requirements. In partioular, the Telephone operator

Consumer servioes Act of 1990 was enaoted, the Commission ordered

~nblocking of 10XXX and required the est.ablishment of 800 or 950

alternative access, the commission's decision that compensation

should be prescribed for o~ners of payphones, the adoption of the

aoo Database order, and the request for Part 69 waivers by a number

of L~CS in order to implement various billing validation services

through LIDS. These changes mean that a consumer may aocess an IXC

of their choice without any additional action by the commission.

II. THE COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING BPP ARE pnOHIBITIVE

Initial comments filed in this proceeding by the Regional Bell

HOlding Companies ("RBOCsU), IXCs and independent LEC~ ~pecula.tQ

that ~he s~art up eost of BPP is likely to ~xceed $2 billion, &nd

opera~ional costs exceeding $150 million will be incurred annually

tnereaftQr. RBOC ana GTE estimates on first year implementation

costs are: Bell Atlantic estimates its costs at $134 million;l

BellSouth placed its costs at $153 million;2 us West at $149

million;3 Pacific Bell at $142 millioni4 Southwestern Bell at $121

l Bell Atlantic Comments at 3.

'I BellSouth Comment.!$

3US West Comments at 6.

4 Pacific Bell Comments at 22.
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of utiliBation if the Commission were to require BPP. Thus, not

only would their investment be rendered prematurely obsolete, but

the many advances, such as voice mail and fax, would be lost to

consumers.

IV. BPP WOULD CREATE CONSUMER CONFUSION

Creatlnq B~P on an 0+ Inte~LATA basis will provide the

consum$r with the add$d confusion of designating a preferred

carrier for 0+ interLata calls, for 1+ calls and for internatlon~l

calls amon9 potentially hundreds of IXCs. BPP would also permit a

consumer to have a primary and a secondary lXC. The end result of

this confusion is likely to spell the death knell of smaller

regional IXCs, along with the death knell of the competitive

payphone industry.

v. BPP WOULD MOST LIKELY ALOW THE RBOCS AND THE LARGEST IXCS TO
REGAIN MONOPOLY CONTROL

The independent payphone market, which began with the desire

of the Commission to increase competi~ion and options for

consumers, is beginning to see fruition. But to continue, it must

retain the benefits of oommissions from the IXC industry. These

commissions, and, in fact, the enti~e reqlonal IXC industry may be

lost with the adoption of BPP.

CAPA respectfully urges the Commission to carefully consider

these and other commentts such as those filed by compte! and One

Call Communications Inc. and to reject implementation of BPP, while

placing its focus on the oroation of a truly fair and effective

competitive system of premises owner presubscription and dialing

party preference.
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Respectfully submitted,
The Centaral Atlantic Payphone
Association

Susan M. Shanaman
21 North 4th street
Harrisburg, pennsylvania 17101
717-236-2055
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